Any treatment of this vital theme must address itself to three basic questions: (1) In what specifically does the image of God consist? (2) What effect did sin and the fall of man have on this image? (3) What results accrued to the image of sinful man because of the redemptive work of the Lord Jesus Christ? 8 Relevant passages on man as the image of God are Genesis 1:26-27 (the creation account); 5:1, 3 (the transmission of the image from Adam to his posterity); 9:6 (the doctrine of the image relative to homicide); 1 Corinthians 11:7 (discussion of headship in the family); Colossians 3:10 (exhortations to the believer to put on the new man); and James 3:9 (treatment of the proper use of the tongue). Psalm 8 does not contain the words "image of God," but the passage deals in poetic form with the creation of man and the area of his dominion.
9 Cf. also Heb. 2:6-8. The only method for arriving at a correct solution of the problems related to the image of God is to carry through a careful and accurate exegesis of the Scripture passages involved.
Exegesis is possible only by beginning at the lexical gate of 5 Gordon H. Clark, "The Image of God in Man," Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society, XII (Fall, 1969) , 215. Wrote James Orr, "It is not too much to say that every crucial question in theology, almost, is already settled in principle in any thorough-going discussion of the divine attributes" (cf. James Orr, God's Image in Man [New York, 1906] , p. 7). 6 James Orr, "God, Image of," One is said to denote man's essence, which is unchangeable, whereas the other is held to teach the changing part of man. Thus the first use of image relates to the very essence of man, while the likeness is that which may be lost. This distinction came to be a continuous element in theological anthropology. 10 A careful study of Genesis 1:26-27; 5:1, 3; and 9:6 will show beyond question that it is impossible to avoid the conclusion that the two Hebrew terms are not referring to two different entities. In short, use reveals the words are used interchangeably. The Greek and Latin Fathers distinguished between tselem and demuth, the first referring to the physical and the latter to the ethical part of the divine image. The words, however, are used synonymously, the second emphasizing the first. ) made a distinction between "image" and "likeness." The first was said to refer to man's freedom and reason and the last to the gift of supernatural communion with God (still the official view of the Roman Church). Genesis 5:1 and 9:6 will not support such a difference in meaning.
11
What is the reason for the wide differences on the subject? Laidlaw's explanation is correct: "Although thus definite and signicant, however, the phrase [image of God] is not explicit. . . . This 10 Berkouwer, p. 43. Today this distinction is held to, be invalid. A naturalistic view holds that man was created only in God's image, but gradually evolved into God's likeness. Many have affirmed that the image was basic, to which was added the likeness, called donum superadditum. Origen held that Genesis speaks of man's creation in the image, but can obtain the likeness by works. The Church Fathers made a distinction between image and likeness, but Luther and Calvin refused to follow this tradition. Consensus today rejects a differentiation on both exegetical and theological grounds. Much light may be shed on the doctrine of the image of God if attention is directed to the unique setting of the creation of man in the Genesis account. All exegetes are agreed that the climax of creation is reached in Genesis 1:26. Even evolutionary theories must agree with the truth of Scripture that man is the apex of all creation. Man's creation by God comes as the last and highest phase of God's creative activity. To highlight this event the wording is entirely altered. To this point the simple, forceful statement was "God said, Let there be . . ." Now there is counsel or deliberation in the Godhead. No others can be included here, such an angels, for none has been even intimated thus far in the narrative. Thus the creation of man took place, not by a word alone, but as the result of a divine decree.
Another distinguishing feature in the creation of man is his special nature. Although man is related on the physical side of his existence with material nature, so that physiologically he shares with lower organisms, yet he is far superior to all natural creatures, combining in himself certain immaterial elements never duplicated in the lower creation. Orr states it succinctly: "The true uniqueness in man's formation, however, is expressed by the act of the divine inbreathing, answering somewhat to the bara of the previous account. This is an act peculiar to the creation of man; no similar statement is made about the animals. The breath of Jehovah imparts to man the life which is his own, and awakens him to conscions possession of it." 14 A third distinctive factor in man's creation is his special dominion. None of the lower animals had power or dominion delegated to it. Man on earth was meant in a measure to reflect the dominion of his Creator over lower creatures. Concerning this dominion more will be discussed below. In sum, the creation of man is clearly separated and delineated by a special counsel and decision in the 12 J. Laidlaw, "Image," A Dictionary of the Bible, ed. by James Hastings, II (1899) Godhead, marked off by a special nature (in the likeness and image of God), and characterized by a special dominion and sovereignty.
Coming to the heart of the matter, one is still faced with the perplexing questions: In what does the image consist? What is included? What is excluded? What factors may have a detrimental or beneficial influence on the image? How is Christ Himself related to this whole question, since the New Testament designates Him as the Image of God also? Is any viable option possible in a field so thoroughly traversed and so warmly debated for centuries by both Jews and Christians, theologians and naturalists, humanists and believers? The mind of the reader must, first of all, be disabused of the illusion that there has been unanimity in any camp, or that there has been an unbroken continuum of view in any school. Actually, Jewish authorities have differed widely on the subject; the rabbis of the Talmud, the medieval philosophers in Judaism, the later Jewish mystics, and modern liberal Jewish opinion span a wide spectrum of views. Christian interpreters have been no less diverse in their positions. Scientists, humanists, sociologists, psychologists, and psychiatrists of all shades of belief and unbelief have espoused varying viewpoints according to their reasoning and predilection.
15
Many have seen the meaning of the image in man's dominion over nature with the corollary concepts of endowment with reason and upright stature. They point out that Genesis 1:26 unmistakably affirms man's dominion in the immediate context where image is found. Thus it is reasoned, the image consists in man's lordship over lower creation about him, which is meant by God to be subject to man. It is more correct to declare that the image is the basis or foundation for the dominion. Psalm 8:6-7 does not sub stantiate the view that image equals dominion. Man as a free being, regardless of how he uses this freedom, is said to reflect the sovereignty residing in God. 16 Could the image consist in man's immortality? Jamieson answers in the negative: "And in what did this image of God consist? Not in the erect form or features of man; not in his intellect--for the devil and his angels are in this respect far superior; not in his im-15 A. Altmann, "Homo Imago Dei in Jewish and Christian Theology," Journal of Religion, XLVIII (July, 1968) Some have espoused the view that the image of God in man consists in his corporeality. It would appear that this position is not difficult of refutation, for God is Spirit and has no human form and man's form has no divine likeness.
18 Smith, on the other hand, feels man's body is after God's image insofar as it is the means whereby man exercises his dominion, and surely dominion is an attribute of God, seeing He is the absolute and final Lord. For this reason man's body is erect, being endowed as well with speech in order to issue words of command.
19
If corporeality has had its advocates as an explanation of the meaning of the image of God, non-corporeality has an even greater number of protagonists. Gordon H. Clark shows how the image and likeness cannot be man's body, for (1) God is spirit and has no body, and (2) Mauser has recently presented a rather novel approach to the question, when, discussing the position of Hempel, he speaks of an anthropomorphous God answering to a theomorphous man. His article may be summarized thus: "In the book of Hosea the prophet of Israel is depicted in a remarkably ably theomorphic fashion in that his life story as a man becomes, at least partially a representation of God by participation in God's condition. Human life is consequently understood as an image of God which in turn presupposes a concept of the divine in which Yahweh is so essentially God for and with Israel that the human is lodged in Him" (Ulrich Mauser, "Image of God and Incarnation," Interpretation, XXIV [July, 1970] , 336-56, esp. 336 and 342). The introduction into the discussion of so many tertium quids can only serve to confuse the issue. 20 Clark, p. 216.
dists, holds that the image must be the intellect and the mind, not a corporeal image. The mind and soul were certainly, according to Clarke's reasoning, created after the perfections of God. His emphasis is: "God was now producing a spirit, and a spirit, too, formed after the perfections of his [that is, God's] nature." 21 Keil and Delitzsch find the image of God in the spiritual or self-conscious personality of man. Therein exists a creature copy of the holiness of the life of God. 22 Since God is incorporeal, reasons Chafer, the likeness of man to God must be limited to the immaterial part of man. Man's personality and self-consciousness, then, are the vantage point from which the personality of God is to be studied. 23 Calvin forthrightly affirms that ". . . there is no doubt that the proper seat of his image is in the soul." The image of God is explicable only on the basis of the spiritual. The view that man is the image corporeally is "repugnant to reason," because it would have Christ speaking in Genesis 1:26 of Himself as the image of Himself.
24
At this point it may be well to ascertain how the image concept fared through successive centuries and among Jews and Christians to the present time. The rabbis manifested a reluctance to define precisely the phrase "image of God." This is unmistakable in the Aramaic translations of the Pentateuch. Radical anti-anthropomorphism is seen in numerous ways. 25 The rabbis of the Mishnah embraced braced the image of God concept in the Philonic and Platonic sense, and utilized the idea for rabbinical enactments. For instance, the image was to remind men of the dignity of each person; it argued against celibacy; it underscored man's-beauty and original androgynous nature; and it led to much speculation concerning the Adam Qadmon (The Primordial Man or Urmensch). 26 The rabbis made Early in Christian interpretation the Pauline concept of Christ as the image of God (Col. 1:15; see also Phil. 2:6 for the form of God) was made determinative for an understanding of the full import of man in the image of God. The appellation of Jesus Christ as the image of God related to a number of concepts, namely, the eschatological idea of "Son of man," the Pauline phrase, "last Adam" (1 Cor. 15:45) , and the exhortation to put on the "new man" (Col. 3:9, 10).
29 Before entering into a fuller consideration of Christ as the image of God, it may be helpful to continue the historical observations on the doctrine of the image through the Reformation era. Luther attacked Augustine's view that the image consists of memory, understanding, and will. In this case even Satan could be said to exhibit the image of God. Luther understood the image as essentially man's response to God by loving and glorifying Him. 30 Calvin, who has been referred to above, claimed man could be like or resemble God only in the area of spiritual and rational attributes.
31
Reformed theologians as a school subscribed to the position that the image was knowledge, righteousness, and holiness.
32
When one views the theological scene at the early twentieth century, he is aware that religious liberalism is in its heyday. How have liberals dealt with the problem under discussion? Enamored 27 Israel Adler, "Man, The Nature of," Encyclopaedia Judaica, ed. by Cecil Roth, XI (1971), 842-46, esp. 843. 28 Altmann, p. 254 . The Jewish writer of Egypt, Saadya Gaon (892-942), however, held that the image referred to man's rule as lord of the earth--Gen. 1:28-30--reasoning from Elohim as "rulers," "judges" (ibid., p. 255 
